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a bona fide purchaser without notice and for value (a),
from the fraudulent party.
Bailees.—In the case of a simple bailment without
reward, apparently either the bailor or the bailee may sue
in trover, the stranger who wrongfully dispossesses the
bailee (6), and the bailee is entitled also to sue the owner
if the latter wrongfully takes the goods out of the bailee's
possession (c). In the latter case, however, the measure
of damage will be different, as it will be the value of the
bailee's interest in the goods (d}t and not the full value
of them.
In the case of a bailment for reward (e.g., a hiring or
hire-purchase), where a stranger has converted the goods,
the bailee, i.e., the hirer, is the proper person to sue as
being the person entitled to immediate possession, but if
the bailee wrongfully parts with the goods, or acts in a
manner so wholly inconsistent with the terms of the
bailment that the bailment is determined (e}3 the bailor
(i.e., the owner), becomes entitled to immediate possession
and is the right plaintiff against either the wrong-doing
bailee or an innocent intermeddler (/).
In the ordinary way a bailee (e.g., a hirer either under
a simple hiring) is estopped from disputing the title of
the bailor from whom he received the goods (g), and he
(a) Sale of Goods Act, 1893, s. 24 ;   17 Halsbury's Statutes 625.
(6) Nicolls v. Bastard (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 659 ;  3 Digest 113, 364.
 (c)	Roberts v. Wyatt (1810), 2 Taunt. 268 ;   3 Digest 108, 330.
 (d)	Turner v. Hardcastls (1862), 11 C.B. N.S. 683 ; 3 Digest 113, 372.
And see p. 251 as to measure of damage.
(*) But see Donald v. Suckling (1866), L.R. 1 Q.B. 585 ; 37 Digest 9,
43, which decides that the re-pledge by the pledgee of goods is not
wholly inconsistent with the terms of the bailment so as to determine
the latter.
(/) Cooper v. WillomaU (1845), 1 C.B. 672; 3 Digest 106, 316 \
Fenn v, Bittleston (1851), 7 Ex. 152 ; 3 Digest 106, 317 ] Singer Mfg.
Co. v. Clark (1879), 5 Ex. D. 37 ; 3 Digest 97, 265 ; Helby v. Matthews,
[18951 A.C. 471 ; 3 Digest 93, 245. But see ante, p. 120, for considera-
tion of question how far a sale by a hirer under a hire-purchase agree-
ment in certain forms would be totally inconsistent with the bailment.
(g] Rogers, Sons 6- Co. v. Lambert, (1891] 1 Q.B. 318, C.A. ; 3 Digest
101, 285; Biddle v. Bond (1865), 6 B. & S. 225 ; 3 Digest 101, 287.
Anon, (undated), cited in 3 Esp. 115 ; 3 Digest 100, 2S1 ; Betteley v.
Reed (1843), 4 Q.B. 511 ; 3 Digest 101, 283.

